INTRODUCTION
In 2009, Google unveiled the legal documents component of Google Scholar. This opened up a new source of United States case law for those needing free access to the law. To some extent, case law has been on the Internet since the early 1990s.
1 However, it was scattered across multiple sites, was jurisdictionally incomplete, and even the best website had only recent decisions. 2 Google Scholar's legal documents addition also included law review articles-while not always full text, it provided at least a full bibliographic citation and a brief excerpt. This was enough for users to request the specific article from their local library via interlibrary loan. Google Scholar provides a single engine to search both law review articles example, it is straightforward for a researcher to locate the right case by entering a case name and just a little bit of context. Selecting the "how cited" link of a given document yields the cited portion of the original document within the context of other documents that refer to it, which is another way for the searcher to be certain they have the right case. It also provides a selection of related documents. This author designed the searches to limit hits to articles that explicitly mention correctional law libraries in either the subject field or abstract field. The exact searches were: 1995 1993 1990 1988 1986 1984 1982 1980 1978 1976 1974 1944 1932 1930 1919 Overall Journal Articles Per Year Bounds 13 was felt throughout the general correctional library literature. Also interesting is that there is a much smaller increase in journal articles after the other landmark case, Lewis.
14 Interpretations of that can vary, but this author believes that society as a whole wasn't as interested in prisons and their libraries in the 1990s as it had been in the 1970s.
Chart 2. Number of Articles by Profession
Chart 2 shows the number of articles by the profession of the journals in which they appeared. Note that this is not the profession of the author of the article in question, but rather it is the profession of the journal. For example, law librarians write many of the articles in law reviews. This author chose to use profession of the journal because it most directly corresponds with the audience targeted. The vast majority of the articles examined targeted librarians, followed by law librarians and legal scholars. While this search was not exhaustive, it is somewhat disturbing that only one article explicitly targeted the corrections profession. These 13 Bounds, supra n.5, passim. 14 Lewis, supra n.6, passim. 
THE LOCAL CONTEXT
Prior to its closing in 2015 BCDC was a city correctional facility housing predominately defendants with some post-conviction inmates. 15 The population was around 2,000 to 3,000
inmates on any given day and included around 100 juveniles being tried as adults, about 500 to 600 women, and about 1,400 to 2,400 men. It was a pre-trial facility, with a few postconviction inmates serving out a sentence of 1 year or less. The average length of stay was about 3 months, which is dramatically different from post-conviction prisons. 16 The short-term and pre-trial nature of the facility impacts the kinds of legal requests received from inmates.
Because of litigation specific to this facility, the typical legal analysis of Lewis and following cases are applicable only in principle but are not dispositive of the issue of whether and how much of a law library the facility had to provide. BCDC had a long line of law suits against it for inmate conditions and services, and the resulting consent decrees included a mandate that the facility must provide both general and law library services. 17 To fulfill the role of a law library, At the time this author worked at BCDC, 2006 to 2008, the standard procedure was for each men's cell block to go to the library for a one-hour period at least once a week. During this hour, the inmates had access to the general library materials and could request legal materials. The women (collectively) had one hour once a week, and the juveniles rarely, if ever, chose to go to the library. It was logistically difficult to transport the women inmates to the library because of building layouts, so probably fewer than 10% of the women were able to physically go to the library. Even for the men's blocks, not everyone could come, and lockdown conditions could block all travel within the facility. The library offered an information request form (see Figure 3 ) to any inmate who could not go to the library. Westlaw has indexing and finding aids that good legal researchers can use to fill in missing citation information or to pick the correct case when ambiguous citation information results in a large number of hits. Because of that, this author attempted to answer all of the questions using Google Scholar first to lessen any learning effect from the Westlaw enhancements.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Though the form does not indicate the requestor's identity, the housing unit specified indicated whether the question came from an adult male, adult female, or a juvenile. The analysis revealed the sample did not include any requests from juveniles. This was not very surprising given the small number of juvenile inmates. The sample also contained too few requests from women to be able to make a meaningful comparison by gender. These were disappointing lacks in the sample. Based on this author's personal experience in the library, it seemed that women and juveniles request qualitatively different kinds of materials. Men typically focus on their criminal charges, but women seemed to request information about other issues such as divorce, child support, custody, domestic abuse, and restraining orders as well. That is painting with a broad brush, but it would have been useful to be able to verify whether the data supported that perception. If such differences exist, it could affect the kind of legal resources a library would purchase to fulfill the inmates' legal information needs. This is an area for follow-up study, which one might most effectively research at gender-specific or juvenile-only institutions. Simply separating all legal information requests from all non-legal questions creates the broadest categorization. Considering the legal information requests as a single group, the data firmly establishes that Westlaw Correctional is far better than Google Scholar. Even at this broadest level, if a correctional institution subscribes to no legal materials for inmates, either print or online, someone with access to Google Scholar could answer close to 20% of the sample of inmate legal information requests. Breaking down the analysis by categories of legal information reveals some of the reasons for the poor performance of Google Scholar.
Gender Frequency Percentage

Question
Google Scholar fails completely with statutory information requests because it does not contain statutes. The four partial answers represented in Table 4 were instances in which a case happened to quote the full statute requested. For other secondary sources, Google Scholar isn't quite as competitive as the counts in Table 7 would suggest. The request forms typically ask for "information on" a given topic.
While technically any information on the topic would fill the request, realistically it is a subjective call by the information provider as to whether they have completely or even partially filled such a request. Both paid major legal databases and Google Scholar are less effective in the jail environment than carefully selected print treatises and practice aids. There is frequent discussion in both case law and the literature as to whether or not inmates are capable of using sophisticated research tools offered by commercial legal publishers. 20 Anecdotally, this author remembers being surprised the first time she received such a request. After the surprise wore off, she remained impressed with the way at least some inmates understood how the tools worked and used them to their best advantage. 
